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We submitted a corrected version. Unfortunately, the published version is not the corrected version.
From (3.2) on page 51, we see that
Using (0.1) instead of (3.2), Lemma 3.5 and its proof should be replaced by
Proof. Note that, since X D t ∈ B 2 for T n < t < S n+1 , we have by Lemma 3.4,
By the strong Markov property and (0.1),
which is larger than c 1 E x [T n − S n ] for some constant c 1 > 0 by Lemma 3.3. Therefore by Lemma 3.4 and Fubini's theorem, for x ∈ D,
The other inequality in the lemma can proved in exactly the same way. 2
The proof of Lemma 3.10 should be modified accordingly as
Proof. By Lemma 3.5, there exists a constant c 1 > 0 such that
Thus by Proposition 3.8, we have
for some positive constant c 2 . In the last equality above, we have used (3.4). 2
The material from line 3 on page 59 to the end of Example 4.1 should be replaced by the following. By the semigroup property and the strict positivity and the continuity of p B(y,2ε) , we have
By the strong Markov property, we have
≥ P x X D hits B(y, ε/2) by time t/2 and stays in B(y, ε) until t/2 ≥ inf z∈B(y,ε/2)
∈ B(y, ε/2) ≥ c 2 (t, ε)P x X D (t/2)∧τ B(x,ε)
∈ B(y, ε/2) . Now, by using the Lévy system and (4.2), 
